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DECI S| ON ON APPEAL

This is an appeal fromthe final rejection of clains
1 through 6, 13 through 18 and 25 through 31.
The disclosed invention relates to a nethod and

apparatus for playing back | ow resolution i nage data that
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produced from high resolution inage data stored in a
recordi ng nmedi um

Caimlis illustrative of the clainmed invention,
and it reads as follows:

1. A playback apparatus for playing back image
data stored in a recordi ng nedi um whi ch has an i mage
file having a plurality of high resolution imge
files containing high resolution inage data, at
| east one index file containing nore than one | ow
resol ution i mage data produced fromthe high
resol ution i mage data, a managenent file containing
managenent data for displaying the high resolution
image files specified by their respective | ow
resolution image data, and a nmanagenent data table
containing location data for identifying relative
recording locations of the image file and the
managenent file on the recordi ng medi um based on
recording units of the recording nmedium conprising:

a playback nmeans for retrieving the imge file
fromthe recordi ng nedium and pl ayi ng back the imge
data in the image file;

a display neans for displaying i mges of the
i mge data played back by the playback neans; and

a controller nmeans for retrieving a single one
of the at |east one index file fromthe recording
medi um by referring to the nanagenent data in the
managenent file and the | ocation data in the
managenent data table and controlling the playback
nmeans so that the nore than one | ow resol ution image
data in the retrieved single index file is displayed
on the display neans.
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The references relied on by the exam ner are:

Yoshinmura et al. (Yoshinura) 5,126,851 Jun. 30,
1992
Mankovi t z 5,541, 738 Jul . 30,
1996

(filed Apr. 12,
1994)

Clains 1 through 6 and 13 through 18 stand rejected
under 35 U . S.C. 8§ 103(a) as being unpatentable over
Mankovitz in view of Oficial Notice.

Clainms 25 through 30 stand rejected under 35 U S. C
8 103(a) as being unpatentabl e over Yoshimura in view of
O ficial Notice.

Claim 31 stands rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as
bei ng unpat ent abl e over Yoshi nura, Mankovitz and O fici al
Not i ce.

Ref erence is nade to the brief (paper nunber 20) and
t he answer (paper nunber 21) for the respective positions
of the appellants and the exani ner.

CPI NI ON

We have carefully considered the entire record
before us, and we will reverse the obviousness rejection
of clainms 1 through 6, 13 through 18 and 31, and sustain

t he obvi ousness rejection of clainms 25 through 30.
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According to the exam ner (answer, pages 4 and 5),
Mankovi tz discloses all of the clainmed subject matter of
claims 1 and 13 except for |ow resolution inmage data.
The exam ner took O ficial Notice (answer, page 5) that
“it is notoriously well known in the video recording art
to conpress image information by subsanpling the sane,

t hereby reduce [sic] the resolution thereof, and record
the image informati on as a conpressed | owresol ution

i mmge data on a tape recording nedium” Based upon the
t eachi ngs of Mankovitz and the O ficial Notice, the
exam ner then concluded (answer, page 5) that:

It would have been obvious to one skilled
inthe art to nodify the Mankovitz' s video
recordi ng apparatus wherein the recordi ng neans
provi ded t hereof (See Mankovitz's Figure 1,
conponent VCR-1) woul d incorporate the
capability of conpressing the received video
clip (Fromthe program gui de) before recording
the sane on the recording nediumas is well
known in the art. Exam ner has taken Oficial
Notice. The notivation being to increase the
recordi ng density of the recording medi um as
suggested in the prior art.

Appel l ants argue (brief, page 8) that the exam ner’s
“proposed notivation to conbi ne, when consi dered

| ogically, suggests storing only conpressed data . . . ,

whereas clains 1 and 13 both require conpressed data
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(i.e., the lowresolution image data) and unconpressed
data (i.e., the high resolution inmage data). Appellants
al so argue (brief, page

9) that “Mankovitz neither teaches nor suggests a single
index file that has nore than one | ow resol ution image
data, as recited in the clains.”

Mankovitz is directed to an indexing VCR systemt hat
records a broadcasted program gui de. The program gui de
is recorded by the VCR “in the formof a nmulti-cell grid
[Figure 9] and as full frame video so that information
concerni ng each program may be di splayed in respective
cells in the grid” (Abstract). The programguide is
thereafter used to display progranms that will be
broadcasted at a future date. W agree with appellants’
argunent (brief, page 9) that Mankovitz is not concerned
with “a single index file that has nore than one | ow
resolution imge data.” Even if we assune for the sake
of argunent that the exam ner is correct that Mankovitz
di scloses all of the limtations of clains 1 and 13
except for low resolution inmage data, appellants have

correctly argued that the exam ner’s obvi ousness
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rationale requires that all of the recorded i mage data in
Mankovitz be low resolution inmage data “to increase the
recordi ng density of the recording nmedi unf (answer, page
5). As indicated supra, clains 1 and 13 require | ow
resolution i mge data as well as high resolution image
data. For these reasons, the 35 U S.C. § 103(a)
rejection of clainms 1 through 6 and 13 through 18 is
reversed

Turning next to the 35 U.S.C. 8§ 103(a) rejection of
clainms 25 through 30, the examner is of the opinion
(answer, pages 6 and 7) that Yoshinmura discloses all of
the limtations of clains 25 through 30 with the
exception of |low resolution inmage data. The O ficial
Notice relied on in connection with clainms 1 through 6
and 13 through 18 was again used in this rejection to
denonstrate that it would have been obvious to one of
ordinary skill in the art
to nodify Yoshinura’s video systemso that it
recor ded/ reproduced | ow resolution i mage data “to
i ncrease the recording density of the recordi ng nedi unt

(answer, page 7).
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Wth respect to claim?25, appellants argue (brief,
pages 12 and 13) that Yoshimura does not teach “sel ection
of pictures froma larger group of pictures,” that “[n]o
identification of pictures froma |arger group of
pictures is perforned by Yoshinmura s controller 132,” and
that “all of the inmages on the disk are displayed” in
Yoshi nur a.

Appel l ants’ argunents to the contrary
not wi t hst andi ng, Yoshi nura di scl oses a controller,
pl ayback device and display device that identifies,
retrieves and displays a plurality of pictures fromthe
recordi ng nedium (Figure 12; colum 10, |line 59 through
colum 11, line 16). The retrieved images in the 5x5
matri x are sinultaneously displayed as clained. Nothing
in claim25 on appeal requires the identification and the
selection of pictures froma |larger group of pictures.
Appel l ants and the exam ner both agree that Yoshinmura
does not disclose | owresolution pictures (brief, page
11; answer, page 7). In the absence of a challenge to
the examner’'s O ficial Notice, we agree with the

examner’'s rationale that it would have been obvious to
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the skilled artisan to use | ow resolution pictures in
Yoshinmura “to increase the recording density of the
recordi ng nmediunt (answer, page 7). Thus, the 35 U S.C

8 103(a) rejection of claim25 is sustained.
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The 35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) rejection of clainms 28 and 29 is
i kewi se sustai ned because appel | ants have chosen to | et
these clains stand or fall with claim25 (brief, page 3).

Wth respect to clains 26, 27 and 30, appellants
argue (brief, page 13) that Yoshimura and the Oficial
Notice fail to teach “identification of |less than all of
the pictures froma larger set of pictures.” W
di sagree. Yoshinmura clearly explains that the video disk
116 has two nmultiple i nmage planes stored thereon, and
that only one of the image planes is displayed at any one
time in a 5x5 matrix (Figure 12; colum 10, lines 63
through 68). 1In view of the teachings of Yoshinmura, the
35 U.S.C. 8 103(a) rejection of clainms 26, 27 and 30 is
sust ai ned.

Turning lastly to the obviousness rejection of claim
31, we agree with the appellants’ argunent (brief, page
15) that “storing both mediumresolution pictures and | ow
resolution pictures is contrary to the Examner’s
proposed notivation to conbine.” The 35 U.S.C. § 103(a)
rejection of claim31 is reversed because the applied

references and the O ficial Notice neither teach nor
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woul d have suggested two different picture resolutions.
DECI SI ON

The decision of the exam ner rejecting clains 1
t hrough 6, 13 through 18 and 25 through 31 under 35
US C 8§ 103(a) is affirnmed as to clains 25 through 30
and is reversed as to clainms 1 through 6, 13 through 18
and 31. Accordingly, the decision of the exam ner is
affirmed-in-part.

No tinme period for taking any subsequent action in

connection with this appeal nmay be extended under 37 CFR

§ 1.136(a).

AFFI RVED- | N- PART

KENNETH W HAI RSTON
Adm ni strative Patent Judge

BOARD OF PATENT
PARSHOTAM S. LALL ) APPEALS AND
Adm ni strative Patent Judge | NTERFERENCES

HOMRD B. BLANKENSHI P
Adm ni strative Patent Judge
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KWH: hh

WLLIAM E. VAUGHAN
BELL, BOYD & LLOYD, LLC
P.O BOX 1135

CH CAGO, IL 60690-1135
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